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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the Application filed on December 1 1 , 2003. 
Claims 1-20 are presented for examination. 

Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. Claim 19 is being indefinite since the applicant failed to 

particularly point out where to obtain the non-intent seize. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 11-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 15-20 are not limited to tangible 
embodiments. In view of Applicants disclosure, specification 3, paragraphs 29-33 
(published applicant's application), the medium is not limited to tangible embodiments in 
paragraph 0032. At the same time, the medium is limited to tangible embodiments as 
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disclosed in paragraphs 0030 and 0031 as a storage medium. As such, in view of 
Applicant's disclosure, the claim is not limited to statutory subject matter and is 
therefore non-statutory. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 15 and 20 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
The claiming subject matter is a new lexicographer that was defined in the 

Specifications and being examined and considered in the previous claims. Appropriate 

correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 
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3. Claims 1, 2, 6, 7, 11, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Larson et al (U.S. Patent 6,578,131). 

As to claims 1,6, 11, and 16, Larson et al. disclosed a method, apparatus, and 
programming medium comprising the steps of: 

As apply to claim 16, Larson et al. disclosed a plurality of processors (see claim 
2); and a main memory encoded with instructions, wherein the instructions when 
executed on at least one of the plurality of processors (see claim 1 , lines 13-18); 

As apply to claim 1 , 6, 1 1 , and 16, Larson et al. disclosed: if a seize request for 
an address is an intent seize, finding a first hash table associated with a first processor 
of a plurality of processors, wherein the first processor initiated the seize request ; 
determining whether the address exists in the first hash table; and if the address exists 
in the first hash table and the seize request is for the intent seize, obtaining the intent 
seize via a resource associated with the first processor. See col. 6, lines 40 - 65, and 
claims 59-60; wherein the intent seize is high-occurrence operation. 

In addition to claims 1 1 and 16, Larson et al. also further disclosed a step of: if 
the address does not exist in the first hash table, anchoring the address in a plurality of 
hash tables associated with the plurality of processors. See claim 39, lines 61-65. 

As to claims 2 and 7, Larson et al. further disclosed the steps of: if the address 
does not exist in the first hash table, anchoring the address in a plurality of hash tables 
associated with the plurality of processors. See claim 39, lines 61-65. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3, 8, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Larson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,578,131). 

As to claims 3, 8, and 12, Larson et al. further disclosed the method of linking 
together a plurality of resources associated with the plurality of processors. See col. 7, 
lines 5-10. 

Larson et al. failed to explicitly disclosed the step of: if the address does not exist 
in the first hash table, linking together plurality of resources associated with the plurality 
of processors. But it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of applicant's invention to realize the advantage of linking the resources from 
other location within a shared a memory device to reduce the number of miss-hit which 
is critical to data processing and cache system. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
and advantageous to link the resources associated with other processors to improve 
the system operation. 
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5. Claims 4, 5, 9, 10, 13-15, and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Larson et al. (U.S. Patent 6,578,131) in view of Dias et al. 
(U.S. Patent 5,161,227). 

As to claims 4, 9, 13, and 17, although Larson et al. failed to disclose a step 
further claim in claims 4, 9, 13, and 17. Dias et al. substantially disclosed the step of: if 
the seize request for the address is a non-intent seize, finding a second hash table 
associated with a second processor of the plurality of processors, wherein the second 
hash table is designated for non-intent seizes, regardless of whether the second 
processor initiated the seize request. See col. 6, lines 25- 68 and col. 7, lines 18-54. 

Larson et al. and Dias et al. are from the same field of endeavor, multi-processor 
with shared memory system. 

At the time of applicant's invention it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill to modify the system of Larson et al. to combine with the system of Dias 
et al. 

The motivation of doing is to thoroughly handling all of the possible access 
request provided by the processor including intent and non-intent seize in order to 
classify the lock type of each access request to prioritizing the system resource to 
perform a certain task in the most efficient manner. 

As to claims 5, 10, 14 and 18, Larson et al. disclosed the step of anchoring the 
address in the hash table for intent seizes. 
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Larson et al. failed to disclose the step of anchoring the address in the hash table 
for non-intent seize, wherein Dias et al. disclosed the step of: anchoring the address in 
the hash table if the seize request is for the non-intent seize. See col. 7, lines 32-35. 

Larson et al. and Dias et al. are from the same field of endeavor, multi-processor 
with shared memory system. 

At the time of applicant's invention it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill to modify the system of Larson et al. to combine with the system of Dias 
et al. 

The motivation of doing so is to introduce a system that performs the non-intent 
task as disclosed in previous claims which is identical to the step of anchoring the 
address for the intent seize. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having an 
ordinary skill in the computer at to recognize the advantage of performing the intent 
and non-intent seize in a single system in order to perform multiple tasks at a given 
period of time. 

As to claims 15 and 20, Larson et al. and Dias et al. substantially disclosed intent 
seize is less restrictive, which has high occurrence operation. And non-intent is more 
restrictive seize and having lower occurrence operation. Claims 15 and 20 are further 
claiming the lexicographer which was examined and considered in claims 11 and 16. 
Therefore, claims 15 and 20 are rejected under the same rationale. 
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As to claim 19, although Larson et al. failed to disclosed to obtain the non-intent 
seize if the seize request is for the non-intent seize and the address does not exist in 
the second hash table. Dias et al. disclosed the method of obtaining the non-intent 
seize if the address does not exist in the hash table. See col. 9, lines 7-13. 

Larson et al. and Dias et al. are from the same field of endeavor, multi-processor 
with shared memory system. 

At the time of applicant's invention it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill to modify the system of Larson et al. to combine with the system of Dias 
etal. 

The motivation of doing so is to provide a system which operates 
correspondently with the access request from a processor that includes intent and non- 
intent seize. In addition, it is a required function in the system in order to establish a 
region of operation for the a seize request if it is not currently existed. In doing so, the 
next identical seize request will be able to use or update the previously defined seize. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thanh D. Vo whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0708. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9AM-5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Kim can be reached on (571) 272-4182. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Thanh D. Vo 
Patent Examiner 
01/06/2006 
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